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February apth, 1959, _ ~ COCOM Document No. 3416.48/2

COORDINATING COLMITTEE

RECORD OF DISCUSSION

oN 53/1 (g:?’7e’1£’/

ITEM 1648 = COBALT

AND ITEM 1720 - COBALT COiPOUNDS

12th February, 1559

Present: Belgium(Luxembourg), Cenada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan,
United Kingdom, United States.

Beferences: COCOM Documents 3016.00/4, 3416.00/1 and 2, 3416.48/1; COCOM
Sub-C(58) 6 and 8.

GENERAL

1. The UNITED STATES Delegate informed the Committee, with regard to
the cobalt supply position of the Soviet Bloc, that he had just received in-—
formation which explained the United Statecs Belief that cobalt met the require-—
ments of both criterion (a) and criterion (c¢). He then made the following
statements

"The best information available to the United States indicates
that total Sino-Soviet Bloc production of cobalt in 1957 was
approximately 1,600 short tons, substantially all of which was
produced in USSR. In the same year, United States direct
military consumption of cobalt was approximately 1,600 short
tons. Thus the total availability of cobealt to the entire
Sino-Sovict Bloc, for all purposes, was only approximately
equal to direct militery consumption by United States. Even
teking account of known efforts in the USSR to economize on the
use of cobalt, because of its extremely limited availability to
the bloc, a certain amount of usage of cobalt for essentisl
civilian industrial use cannot be covoided, thereby reducing the
quantity available for dirceet military use. United States
analysis indicates that the militery progrem of the USSR alone
requires cbout the same amount of militory hardware as does ‘the
United States military program. Taking into account, therefore,
essential civilien requirements not only of the USSR, but of
the romainder of the Sino-Soviet Bloc, and military requirements
not only of the USSR but of the remainder of the Sino-Soviet
Bloc, it is apparent that the bloc hes o deficiency of cobelt
which, oven in terms of the USSR alone, is critical in relation
to the production in peace of modern arms, ammunition, and
implenments of woar. Further, the Sino-Soviet Bloe as a whole
cannot overcome its critical deficiency in cobealt within a
reasonable period. This view is supported by the high prices
offered to free world cobalt suppliers by Bloc importers during
1956-57, end by the elaborate diversion techniques used by the
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Bloc to obtain cobalt, involving large numbers of trensactions and
traders. That there have been fewer reports of such activities
during 1958 is traceable, in the United States view, to exposures
of such illicit activity in 1956 and 1957 and action taken against
offenders,

-“The“foregoing deronstrates why the United States considers cobalt
to meet, clearly, not only eritorion (a) but also criterion (c)..

2. The Belgian Delegate stated that, according to tho Mictals Bulletin!
of the 30th January 1959, the U.S.S.R. had exported 139 tons of cobalt mehal
in 1956 and 147 tons in 1957. Thig appearcd to demonstrate that therc had
been no shortage.

3. The UNITED KINGDOM Delegatc pointed out that the figurcs quoted
confirmed what his Delegation had always said: that criterion (c) did not
apply in tho casc of cobalt.,

b The FRENCH Delogote reminded the Committee that cobalt was obtainable
from pyrites, as he had alrcady pointed out (See COCOM Documont No. 3416.00/2,
paragraph 185. Indeed, the figure of 100 tons annually then mentioned should
be corrected to 1,000 tons annually.

ALLOYS. Item 1648(b). {See_also COMPOUNDS, page 4.)
5. The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committec that these discussions had been

in progress for some time, A number of Delegations had asked him to endeavour
to bring them to a spoedy conclusion in vicw of present differcnces in national
controls, Where cobalt alloys werc concerned, he felt that the German proposal
set out at the ond of paragraph 20 of COCOM Documcnt No. 3416.00/2, cmbodying
as it did a compromise botween the United Kingdom and United States toxts,
brought the Committee within sight of agrecmont. This definition roads:

(b) Cobalt-bearing alloys, containings
(1) 502 or morc cobalt; cr
(11) 19% or moro cobalt and 14% or more chromium and logs
than 1% carkon or 3% or more molybdenum,’ %)

Tho CHAIRMAN pointed out +hat the United Statos Delegation had accepted
this toxt on condition that the Committce would accept the definition for
the Watch List proposed by the United Statos Delegation (Sce paragreph 38 of
COCOM Documont No. 3416.00/2), which road:

Cobalt alloys, n.c.s., containing 19% or more cobalt and
14% or more chromium in combination, and serap thereof,

The CHATRMAN urged the Committee to make every effort to accept this
arrangement,

6. The UNITED KINGDOM Delegate suggested the addition to the German
compromise text of the words "other than alloys covered by items 1631 and

*)  On the 19th February the UNITED STATES Delegate suggested that
the text at (ii) should become (ii) and (1i1), defined as follows:

(11) 19% or morc cobalt and 1% or more ohromium and less
than 1% carbon; or

(111) 19% or more cobalt and 14% or more chromium or 3% or
more molybdenum.
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7. From the ensuing discussion it became clear that, as thus amended, this

arrengement was acccptable to all Delegations, with the following stipulations
or exceptions: the BELGIAN Delegation made their agroement conditional upon
egrecment being reached to embargo compounds only when they contained 50%

or more cobalt; the CANADIAN Delegation accoptod the German toxt for part (b)
of the definition ad referondum, and reserved their position as to the United
States proposal for the Watch List (reminding the Committcc of the point
explained in paragraph 48 of Document 3416,00/2); the ITALIAN Delegation
would accept the Watch List proposal if a majority were in favour; and the
JAPANESE Delegation were unable to accept the Watch List proposal as at
present dofined, because it would crcate administrative difficulties. The
UNITED KINGDOM Delegate said he would have to revert to the whole guestion
of cobalt at a later date,

CONTROL OF ATLOYS

8, The CHAIRMAN then asked Delegations to declare officially their
authorities! interpretation at the present time of the coverage of cobalt
alloys and of Item 1635, so as to obtain a c¢lear picture of the situation if
no agreement could be reached.

P The GERMAN Delegate stated that his authorities considered Ttem

1635 to embargo only alloy steels. Up to the present, on logical grounds,
they had considered Item 1648(c) - metal ~ to cover "metal and alloys
(cobalt-based)!". They were ncvertheless of opinion that "metal' in point
of fact meant metal only, and that if alloys werc to be covered the
definition should make this plain. Failing agreecment on such an adjustment
of the definition, therefore, they would in the future ceasc to cmbargo
cobalt alloys. This would be unavoidable since, if German oxporbors
realised that the International List mercly embargocd metal, they would
take the authorities to Court should licences be refused for alloys. Unless
the Committee reached agrecment, therefore, the German authoritics would be
obliged to maks the relevant changes in the regudations which had boon
issucd on the 7th February.

10. The UNITED KINGDOM Delegate stated that his as from the

16th Pebruary, in anticipation of the Committes's reaching

agreement, cobalt alloys would be included in the United Kingdom Export
Control Order. Should such agrcement not be roached, therc was no
guarantoe that they would stay there.

11, The FRENCH Delegato confirmed:.bhat as Item 1635 was interprcted
as covering only ferrous alloys, Item 1635(b) was taken to cover only
forrous alloys containing 6% or more cobalt, and that, as Item 1648(c)
referrcd to cobalt metal alone, the French authoritios did not consider
thot the embargo covered cobalt-based alloys. However, cxports of these
had been and still werc watched very closely.

12, The. CANADIAN Delegate statkd that his authorities considered the
hoading of “tem 1635 to rofer to alloy stcels: thus under 1635(b) they
ombargoed only alloy steels with a 6% cobalt content. They considored this
to be the only place in the Lists where cobalt alloys were coverod.

13, The ITALIAN Delegatc stated that the position of his authoritics
waos a8 described by his Canadian and French colleagucs.

14. The JAPANESE Delcgatc stated that at the outset tho Japancsc

licensing authoritics had ihterpreted Ltem 1635 as covering all alloys, but
that since the 1955 rovicw of metals definitions - when most of the oxports
had stated thet Ttem 1635 only embargoed alloy ebecls - the Japancse inter-
protation had beén altered to this effect. The present position was that from
the juridical point of view Item 1648(c) was teken to rofer to metal anly,

but that exportors had been asked to consult the licensing officcrs before
exporting cobalt-based alloys.
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SCRAP ITtem 1648(c)

15, The CHATRMAN asked what was the pesition of Delegations.as between
the two alternative definitions set out in paragraph 40.3 of COCOM Document
No. 3416,00/2,

16, The GERMAN Delegate explained that his Delegationts propogsals

"Cobalt metal scrap and cobalt-based alloy scrap" would cover more than

the United States/United Kingdom wording: 'Scrap forms of the metal and

alloys listed above". It would not meroly embargo scrap of alloys containing
506 of cobalt, but also all scrap in which cobalt was the major constituent,
thet is, all scrap falling undex the "Cobalth haading in the Customs Tariff,
It would not, on the other hand, cover scrap of some of the 19% cobalt/1/%
chromium alloys; these, however, would probably be caught under other List T
headings, and certainly under the definition proposed for the Watch List,

From the administrative point of view, the Gorman text would simplify control.

17, The FRENCH Delegate supported the Gorman proposal,
18, The BELGIAN Delegate supported the United States text.
19, The ITALIAN and UNITED KINGDOM Delegates rosorved their positions.

20, The CHAIRMAN asked Delegations to bo prcpared on the 26th Februery
to choose finally betwcen the two proposals.,

COMPOUNDS Item 1720

21, ‘Tho UNITED STATES Delegate wished to make clear his Delegation's
position on compounds in rolation to their position on alloys. The Committee
werc awarc that tho United States authorities had had no desire to free any
alloys from embargo but had tried to meet the views of other Delegations.

The point had been made that, as the German proposal represented a compromise
solution and would free a certain number of alloys, then a comparable treatment
should be extended to compounds. The United States experts had found, however,
that the German proposal on alloys would in point of fact decontrol only four
standard alloys, three of them stellites and one a spring alloy. Although
these worc quite rich in cobalt, their cost was high (four dollars per pound)
end thus thoir use as sources of cobalt would be impracticable on economic
grounds. 4s far as compounds were concerred, however, the United States
experts had found that it was technically feasible and economically cheapor

to reclaim cobalt metal from these than from alloys. The United States
Delegation still supported the definition for compounds set out on page 5

of COCOM Document Ne. 3016,00/4:

"Compounds which contain 30% or more cobalt in their anhydrous form,"

This would mean & relaxation from the total embargoe in existence at present,
it. had virtually been agreed by all, and it was in the United States view the
one which the Committec ghould adopt formally and without delay.

22, The CHAIRMAN asked for views as between the text just referred to
by tho United States Delegate and the Belgian Delegation's proposal to
cmbargo compounds containing 50% or morc cobalt (COCOM Documents 3416.48/1
and 3416,00/2, para, 40.2).

23, From the ensuing discussion it beceme clear that tho Committee was
oponminded as between 30% and 50%, with the oxception of the BELGIAN
Delegation, who could not accept 30%, and the UNITED STATES Delegation,
who could not accept 50%.

24. The UNITED KINGDOM Dolegate amked that, whatever cut-off wore

chosen, thore should be an agreed standard for identification &f the
compounds,
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25, Tho BELGIAN oxpert said that the practice in his country was to
use the phrase "tels quels", which might be translated as mecaning "as normally
sold". Usually tho compounds were sold in hydrated form.

26, Tho UNITED KINGDOM Deolegate stipulated that an undorstanding to
treat compounds in the samw way as alloys should not affect chemical
compounds othor than Item 1720. The FRENCH Delegate supported this.

27, The GERMAN Delegate, with a viow to helping the United States
Delegate to accept the 504 cut-off which would simplify tho task of licensing
officers, put forward a provosal to place on the Watch List all the cobalt
compounds which would not be caught thereby., He felt sure that experience
would show that all exports of cobalt compounds were for civilian purposcs.,
28, Tho BELGIAN Delegate said that he could accept such an arrangemont.

29. It was AGREED thot discussion on Itom 1648 would bo rasumed on the
26th February.
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